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To: John Caffrey, Chair and Members
State Water Resources Control Board

From: Site Specific Objectives Task Force
Subject: Recommendations of the Site Specific Objectives Task Force
Date: November I, 1995

The members of the Site Specific Objectives Task Force are pleased to submit our
recommendations to the State Water Resources Control Board. The four documents produced by
our task force are presented to you as consensus proposals with which all stakeholder
representatives were able to agree. We hope your Board will give serious consideration to the
following recommendations:

Draft Language for Inclusion in Statewide Plans:

The task force recognizes the importance of site specific objectives (SSOs) to the water quality
plans. Therefore, the task force drafted proposed plan language which provides the framework
for development of SSOs. The key elernent of the plan language is a requirernent that, for each
SSO study, the regional board enter into a Memorandum of Understanding with interested parties
which outlines the budga and cost-sharing plaru the responsibilities ofthe parties, study work
plarq etc. The language also provides a mechanism for separating technical and policy decisions
and addresses establishment of permit limits during the time SSOs are being dweloped.

Decision Tree

While the task force agrees that SSOs should be an integral part of the revised plans, we
recogine that other regulatory options may be appropriate in some cases. The Decision Tree and
supporting narrative discussion are intended to encourage constnrctive dialogue among
stakeholders attempting to select the most appropriate regulatory option (e.g. Total Maximum
Daily Load, Use Attainability furalysis, SSO, or permit relief). The decision tree is designed to
guide users ttnough a series of questions which may help to determine: l) if there is a cunent or
potential water quality iszue requiring action; 2) the nature of the identified water quality iszue; 3)
the most likely regulatory action. The decision tree is intended for guidance only--it is not
intended as a prescriptive regulatory tool.

Guidance Outline

The plan language provides only the broad policy outlines which should govem development of
SSOs. However, a regional board will need additional guidance in order to conduct SSO studies.
Therefore, the task force recommends that the State Board staffbe directed to develop a
"cookbook" style guidance document to guide the regional boards through the process. A
d*ailed guidance document was beyond the time and resources of the task force; instead, we
have provided an outline of what we believe should be included.



Anti-negradation Policy

In the course of its discussions, the task force became concerned about the potential impacts of
the State's anti-degradation policy on the ability to develop and implement SSOs. As a result, the
task force recommends that the State Board develop a guidance document to address issues
related to the anti-degradation policy, and we have identified a number of the issues we believe
need to be considered

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the task force process. We are proud of our
accomplishments and hope that our recornmendations are valuable to the Board in re-drafting the
statewide plans.
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SITE SPECIFIC OBIECTTVES TASK FORCE
PROPOSED IANGUAGE FOR

STATEWIDE T4/ATER QUALITY PIIINS

Water quality objectives shall be developed in a manner consistent with the Clean Water Act
and the Porter-Cologne Act. In accordance with State law, objectives must provide for the
reasonable protection of beneficial uses based on consideration of the factors listed in $13241
of the Porter-Cologne Act. [n accordance with federal law and regulations, the objectives
must be based on sound scientific rationale and protect the designated beneficial uses of the
receiving water.

The Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) may dwelop site specific
objectives whenever it daermines, in the exercise of its professional judgment, that it is
appropriate to do so. Under certain circumstances, other approaches to achieve the statewide
objective may be more appropriate than dwelopment of a Site Specific Objective (SSO).
These approaches include, but are not fimited to, use-attainability analyses and dwelopment of
total marimum daily loads/wasteload allocations. The Regional Board may investigate and
implement other approaches as appropriate in the circumstances.

Regardless of action taken by the Regional Board pursuant to number 2 above, the Regionat
Board shall initiate the dwelopment of SSOs if:r

(a) a written request for a site-specific study, accompanied by a preliminary commitment
to fund the study, subject to development of a Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU), is filed with the Regional Board, and:

(b) Either:
(i) an existing or potential statewide objective or beneficial use is not achieved in the

receiving waters;
OR

(ii) a holder of waste discharge requirements, including an NPDES permittee, does
not or may not in the future meet an existing or potential efluent limit based on
the statewide objective and cannot be assured of achieving the efluent limit
through reasonably achiwable pollution prevention measures.

In the event there are insufficient data to make the determinations outlined in 3 (b) and there is
reasonable likelihood that one or all of these conditions may exist, the source control, eftluent,
and receiving water data necessary to make these determinations may be collected. The
Regional Board shall amend the waste discharge requirements and/or permits in accordance
with the relevant compliance schedule provision in the Statewide Water euality Control plan

3 .

4.

Site Specific Objectives Task Force
Proposed Language, Page I



5.

(Plan) if necessary to allow a reasonable time period to collect and analyze the data and
report the results.

Prior to procding with sitespecific objectives studies, the Regionat Board shall enter into an
MOU with interested parties, including, but not limited to, U.S. EPA Region IX, the State
Water Qualtty Control Board (State Board), and the atrected dischargers. The MOU shall
include the following elements:

(a) Formation of a project tearn, including the signatories to the MOU, the State
D€parultent of Fish and Crame, the U.S. Fistr and Wildlife Service, and public interest
groups.

@) Responsibilities of the parties.
(c) Budga and cost-draring plan.
(d) Administrative policies and procedures to govern ovosight of the SSO process.
(e) Project schedule.
(f) A process for conflict resolution.
(g) Dwelopment of an SSO work plan.

SSOs shal be dweloped as follows:

(a) The Regional Board shall utilize guidance to be dareloped by th€ State Board to
establish one or more scientifically defensible potentid objestiv{$. The sciantifically
defensible potential objective(s) shall be derivod using rnethods appropriate to the
situation. Such mahods may include U.S. E. P.A. approved methods, including but
not limited to, Water Effects Ratio (WER) procedure, recalculation procedures, a
combination of recalculation and WER procedures, Residert Species Procedurg
and/or other rnethods 4gr@d to by the parties to the MOU. The State Board shall
periodically review and update this guidance as nEnr information and methodologies,
including a risk-based franrework for water quality criteda cun€ntly being dweloped
by U.S. E.P.A., become available. In the absence of guidance, these concepts would
be incorporated into the MOU.

O) E, during the data interpretation phase of technical site.specific studies, the Regional
Board, State Board, EPA Region Dt and/or other interested puties have differing
opinions with regard to the interpretation of data collected in esablishing the
scientifically ddensible potential objectiv{s), the Regional Board shall seek the
advice of an independert sciefiific review panel consisting ofat least tluee scientists
with expertise in the field of aquatic toxicology and water quality criteria dwelopment
methodology. The mahod of selecting the panel and other details regarding the
conflict resolution process shall be included in the MOU, The findings of the scientific
rwiew panel shall be provided to the parties to the MOU, and made available to the
members of the Regional Board in the errent a scientific dispute remains unresolved at

6.

Sitc Specific Objecdves Task Fqce
Proposed Language, Page 2



the time the scientifically defensible potential objective(s) is presented to rhe Regional
Board for consideration.

(c) Following completion of the scientific studies and data interpretation, the Regional
Board staffshall present to the Regional Board scientifically defensible potrnii"l
objectiv{s). The Regiond Board shall consider the following factors in adopting an
SSo(s):

(i)
(ii)
(iii)

Site Specific Objectives Task Force
Proposed Language, p age 3

(iv)
(v)
(vi)

the beneficial uses of the water body;
environmental characteristics of the water body;
water quality conditions that can reasonably be achieved through coordinated
control of all pollutant sources,
economic considerations;
the need for housing in the region;
the need to dwelop and use recycled water.

To ensure that economic and environmental impacts are adequately addressed, the
Regional Board staffshall, as part ofthe SSO work plan:

(i) Direct the preparation of an economic analysis documenting the economic
impacts from one or more of the scientifically defensibte por*ia
objectiv{s) and the projecred efluent rimits derived frornthe objectiv{s)
and preseot the economic analysis to the Regional Board;

(ii) comply with the california Environmentar etrality Act.
(d) If attainment of the potential objectiv{s) is anticipated to L" inf."rible (as defined in

40 CFR 13l), or ifthe Regional Board otherwise determines it is appropriate, the
Regional Board shall conduct use attainability analyses in accordancl with 40 CFR
I 3 I . If zuch analyses conclude that attainment of the designated beneficial uses is
infeasible, the Regional Board shall designate alternative UeneeciA uses or
zubcategories of beneficial uses and develop appropriate water quality objectives to
protect those beneficial uses.

7 ' During the period when site-specific objectives studies are being conducted, the Regional
Board shall place eftluent limits based upon the statewide wateiquality objectives into
NPDES permits and waste discharge requirements only in conjunction *itir an appropriate
compliance schedule. The compliance schedule shall allow suificient time for coilection of
data' completion of SSO studies, and determination of compliance measures. While SSO
studies are being conducted, interim effluent
as provided in the Plan. Following final adop
limits shall be replaced with effiuent limits co
In the event that, for reasons beyond the conl
adopt site specific objectives has not been made before the end of the compliance schedule,
the compliance schedule shall be extended for an additional period to allow time for a decision
whether or not to adopt an SSO. However, in no event may a compliance schedule exceed



the time period allowed for compliance with the statewide water quality objectives in the plan,
unless a variance has been granted.

8. A site specific objective may include a compliance schedule.

l. The language recommended for peragreph 3 by the Regional Boards is:

3. Regardless of action taken by the Regronal Board pursuant to number 2 above, the Regional Board
shall ar a public nuding, considq initiating the developnrcnt of SSOs if: (the rest of paragraph 3
remains the same).

Reason for change:
The Regional Boards are conceined that they may be required (forced) to do an SSO nfien it may
not be appropriate.

Statement in Support of Proposed Plen Lenguage Esteblishing 'Triggers' for Proceeding with
Site Spccific Objectivcs Studics:

The proposed plan language establishing "higg€trs" for conducting sirc specific objectives (SSOs) was
ageed to bv l0 of the I I stakeholder repres€ntatives. The rcgonal bord r€pres€ntative proposed
alternative language allowing the regional boards complete discretion over when to proceed nith site
specific objectives.

We believe that, in manv rnstances, it is appropnate to altou'the regronal board drscretion in deciding
when to conduct site specific studies, and paragraph 2 of the proposed language reflects this. However,
rn some cases dischargers must hare the certainty of knowing that the studies nitl be done, especially
since there is wide agre€m€nt that SSOs must be an integral part of the revised wat€r quality ftans. 

-SSO

development prof ides the regional boards with a riable option of addressing oconomic and
e,nvironme,ntal impacts on a wat€r bo{'by water body basis. Under the old plans, the opportunity to
develop SSOs was presented as one answer to aaainabilitv problerrs faced by dischargd. The
inclusion of nanow and reasonable tnggers helps asswe that SSOs wrll be do'elo'ped where needed and
that the regional board will play an active role in the process.

The regional board representative has indicated conoem that the regional boards u'ill be inundated with
requests to perform SSO studies. We beliele, on the contrary', sel'eral factors significantly limit the
number of instances statewide in wtrich a regional board would be required to proceed with SSOs:

. One of two triggers must be satisfied: either a water qualitv objective is exceeded in the
receivrng $ater or a permittee cannot meet an eflluent limrt.

o The requestor must agree to fund the studies, $fuch represants a significant resource
commitment.

Site Specific Objectives Task Force
Proposed Languagq Page 4



o Concsrns regarding theresponsibilities of parties and resource constraints can bc rcsolved
during the development of the mernorandum of understanding that uill govem the SSO
development,

o The Efllueirt Dep€ndent Water bodies Task Force and the Agricultural Waters Task Force are
recuulending the establistunent of calegorical water quallty objectives for special tpes of
waters. If the State Bord accepts their recornnmdations, the demand for water body specific
objectives will b€ greatly r€dtced.

In short, the proposed plan langrage strikes the proper balance betrveen regional board discretion and
the dischargers' need for c€rtainty that SSO studies will b€ undertaken rryhere noodcd.

Sirc Spcific Objectives Task Force
Proposed l,anguage, Page 5
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srTE spEcrFrc oBJEcTrvEs TASK FORCE
DECISION TREE NARRATTVE DISCUSSION

GENERAL DISCUSSION:

The decision tree and associated narrative discussion are not designed as a prescriptive
regulatory tool; but, they are meant to encourage constructive dialogue irmong stakeholders. The
decision tree is designed to guide users through a thought process which may help to
determine: l) ifthere is a current or potentid water quality iszue requiring regulaiory attention
ICOMPLIA].ICE srATUSl; 2) the nature of the identified water quality issue
ISCREENING-LE'reL EVALUATIONJ; and 3) the most likely, appropriate regulatory option
IPOTENTIAL OPTIONSJ. This decision tree is not meant to preclude the exploiation of any
other set of potential creative regulatory solutions. It is meant as guidance only

The decision tree is specifically meant to provide a framework for conducting a
pre-waluation from which to daermine the scope of any further study, whether it be a Total
Maximum Daily Loa! analysis, Site Specific Objective study, or Use ettainOifity Analysis. It is
meant to help avoid initiation of costly and time consuming studies which ar. noi appropriately
designed to resolve the specific issue in question.

As another important note, it is generally the case that Site Specific Objective (SS0) studies
have been initiated to address a situation where state-wide or basin-wide objectives appear to be
over protective for a given water body. While this decision tree attempts to address zuch a
situation' it also attempts to address a situation where either state-wid-e objectives for a pollutant
of concern do not exist (e.g., sediment) or the objectives appear to be undlr protective for a given
water body.

Further, the decision tree begins with questions regarding a known discharge--point or
non-point source--since it is generally the case that site specific objectives wru UJOeveloped in the
context of known discharges. The decision tree also provides guidance, however, even in the
absence of known discharges. In particular, questions lt4' and#s'should lead a user to an
appropriate outcome.

Finally, two specific considerations should be kept in mind when conducting the
pre-evaluation zuggested by this decision tree. First, a user must be familiar withihe quality of the
data under review and the potential need to augment data which is not of adequate quality. And
second, a user should know what the existing uses are (i.e., uses attained since tgZS).

Site Specific Objectives Task Force
Decision Tree Narrative Discussion, page I



SPECIFIC DISCUSSION:

la. DoeVwill the discharge exceed existing or potential permit limits? This question applies to
discharges regulated by a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
or Waste Discharge Requirement (WDR). If the discharge in question is not regulated by a
discharge permit, proceed to #lb. It is assumed that data used to answer this question are
reliable.

lb. If no permit, does the discharge cause exceedances of existing or potential water quality
objectives? This question primarily applies to non-point discharges, though could
conceivably apply to point source discharges which are not currently permined (e.g.,
percolation ponds which discharge sporadically during storm events). It is assumed that
data used to answer this question are reliable.

lc. If no permit and no specific discharge are under review, are the existing or potential water
qudity objectives exceeded? It is assumed that data used to answer this question are
reliable.

2a. Are there water pollution control measures which might improve the water quafign A water
pollution control program should include, as appropriate: pollution control technologies;
pretreatment requirements; and pollution prwentio4 waste minimization, and souroe
control measures. This question is meant to elicit consideration of efluent quallty control
measures which could be implemented as a full or partid solution to the identified permit
noncompliance issue. It is not intended as a barrier to the exploration of other potential
forms of regulatory adjustment.

2b. Are there Best Management Practices (Bl"tP) which might improve water quality? Best
Management Practices are pollution management measures designed to reduce the water
quality impacts, where they exist, associated with non-point sources discharges. As with #2a
above, this question is meant to elicit consideration of discharge control measures which
could be implemented as a full or partid solution to the identified noncompliance issue. It is
not intended as a barrier to the exploration of other potential forms of regulatory
adjustment.

3. Consider whether implementation of water pollution control measures and/or BMPs wilt
lead to compliance. Simultaneously continueto lA if deemed appropriate, considering zuch
questions as whether or not full compliance will be achieved by these means, or whether it
would be cost effective. As stated, the simple determination that implementation of
pollution control measures and/or BMPs might improve the discharge or water quality
should not preclude a discharger from exploring other potential regulatory adjustment
options, as well. For clarity, the reviewer should proceed not to box #4', but to boxll4.

Site Specific Objectives Task Force
Decision Tree Narrative Discussion,Page 2



4 .

5

fue existing or potential water quality objectives exceeded? It is assumed that data used to
answer this question are reliable and appropriate hardness adjustments have been made.

Is there any other evidence of relevant water quality impacts? This question is meant to
capture those situations, as discussed above, where either water quality objectives for the
pollutant of concern do not exist or appear to be under protective. "Other widencen might
include: bioconcentration or biocriteria dat4 population studies, food web analyses, etc.
Impacts to wildlife should be considered as should impacts to threatened and endangered
species. The potential for impacts to be of a seasonal nature should also be considered in
this pre.waluation, "Relevant water quality impacts" are those impacts which have a
dernonstrable relationship to the pollutant(s) of concern.

Are there permit relief options which will resnrlt in permit compliance while maintaining
receiving water qudity? Permit relief options might include, where appropriate:
developmant of a mixing zone, modification of the averaging periods, adoption of a
varianc€, etc. For unpermitted discharges or pre-evaluations involving no specific
discharges, the user should continue to box #8.

Implernent pernit relidoptions. Continue to #8 if fu[ compliurce will not be achiwed by
these means. The dwelopment of permit relief options would occur through a request to the
Regional Water Qudity Control Board.

Are both beneficial uses and water quality objectives appropriate for the water body? To
answer this question, a screeningJwel evaluation may be necessary, including an waluation
of the associated regulatory history; the site specific conditions; and the status of current,
applicable scientific understanding. It is assumed that data used to answer this question are
reliable.

Further, it is assumed that this question is best answered when a watershed stakeholder
group has formed and collectively either: l) evaluated the condition of the watershed
through a watershed management plan,2) evaluated the condition of the watershed tlrough
less formal means, or 3) convened discussions regarding the condition of the watershed. If
one does not currently exist, a watershed stakeholder group should be formed for the
purpose of developing site specific objectives if it appears to be a useful forum for
discussion and review. The following more specific questions may apply:

t Is the water a unique water (i.e., eftluent dominated, agriculrural drahage water
dominated, intermittent flow, etc)? While not the only candidates, water bodies with
such unique characteristics are likely candidates for the appropriate application of
regulatory adjustments (e.g., SSo or UAA). The Inland surface water plan and
Enclosed Bays and Estuaries Plan will provide further guidance on methods appropriate
for addressing the unique characteristics of these kinds of water bodies.

6,

7.

8.

Site Specilic Objectives Task Force
Decision Tree Narrative Drscussion, Page 3



Were the current beneficial uses applied on a national, state-wide, or region-wide basis
or have they been specifically designated for the water body in question? While not the
only candidates, water bodies for which beneficial uses have been applied on a national,
state-wide, or region-wide basis are likely candidates for the appropriate application of
regulatory adjustments (e.9., SSO).

Are there unique, tlueatened or endangered species, or ecological conditions which the
currently applied beneficial uses do not adequately describe or the water quality
objectives do not fully protect?

Has the beneficial use and the water quality necessary to maintain the beneficial use been
attained since 1975?

How do anti-degradation requirements apply?

Are elevated constituents the result of l) natural phenomena or 2)anthropogenic
activities ceased prior to 1975?

Do the cunently designated beneficial uses protect all oristing and appropriate potentid
uses?

Are natural, ephemeral, intermittent or low flow conditions or water levels prwenting
the attainment of the designated non-existing uses?

Are there human caused conditions or sourc€s of pollution which prevent attainment of
the uses but either cannot be remedied or would cause greater environmental damage if
corrected?

* Does the presence of dams, diversion or other types of hydrologic modifications
preclude the attainment of designated non-existing beneficial uses?

* Do the physical conditions of the water body preclude attainment of aquatic life
protection uses (i.e., lack of proper substrate, cover, flow, depttr, pools, rifles, and the
like)?

t Does attainment of designated beneficial uses require the application of controls more
stringort than those otherwise required by law and regulation? Would such controls
result in substantial and widespread economic and social impact?

* Have the appropriate water characteristics (e.g., hardness, pH) been accounted for in the
current water qualrty objectives?

* Has an appropriate set of species been waluated in setting the water quallty objectives?

Site Spocific Objectives Task Force
Decision Tree Narrative Discussion,Page 4
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Conduct a Total Mdnimum Daily Load analysis and implement the results. Conducting a
TMDL could rezult in, among other things, waste load allocations, BMP implementation for
non-point dischargers, and/or effluent trading options for point and non-point source
dischargers. U.S, EPA's "Guidance for Water Quality-based Decisions: The TMDL Processn
dated l99l (EPA 44014-91-00l) provides guidance for conducting an TMDL. U.S. EPA's
"Water Quality Standards Handbook" dated 1994 also provides ge'neral guidance in this
area.

Are beneficial uses appropriate but not water quality objectives?
See #E above.

Condust a Site Spocific Objectives analysis and implement the resrhs. fui SSO study will
include one or rnore ofthe fo[o'uring activiti$:

* recalqllation of objective
* water effects ratio or other similar method
* any scientifically def€nsible prooess

A guidsnce document on this subject has bc€n proposod for developmeirt througb the
SWRCB.

U.S. EPA's'Guidelines for Deriving Numerical Aquatic Site Specific Water Quality Criteria
by Modifying National Criterig' dated 1984 (EPA600/3-84499) provides guidance for
conducting an SSO study.

U.S. EPAs "Water Quality Standards l{andbook' diled 1994 also provides general
gurdance in this area.

Are beneficial uses inappropriate? See #8 above.

Conduct a Use Attainability Analysis (UAA) and implement the results. When a use is
proposed for dedesignation, i.e. removed or replaced with a subcategory requiring less
stringent objectives, a UAA is necessary. In a case where a use is proposed to bJadded, a
UAA is not necessary. A new use designation can be added for a water body following the
normal public rwiew process. A UAA will determine if physical, chernical, and/or
biological factors atrect the attainability of a designated use via a water body zurvey and
assessment. An analysis of economic factors can also be included to determine whether
substantial and widespread economic and social impacts would be caused by stringent
pollution control requirements.

u.S. EPA's "Technical Support Manual: water body survey and Assessment for
Conducting Use Attainability fuialyses" dated 1983 provides guidance for conducting a
UAA as does Region 9's Interim Final 'Cruidance for Modi$ing Water Quality Standards

12.

13 .
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and Protecting Effluent-Dependent Ecosystems" dated 1992. U.S. EPA's "Water Quality
Standards Handbook" dated 1994 also provides general guidance in this area.
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srTE SPECTFTC OBJECTTVES TASK FORCE
GUIDAI{CE DOCUMENT OUTLINE

The purpose of this outline is to define a process for performance of site specific objective (SSO)
studies and to capture the basic ingredients of SSO studies in a cookbook (step by step) format.

INTRODUCTION
DEFINITION OF SITE SPECIFIC OBJECTIVE (SSO)

SWRCB POLICY REGARDING SITE SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES
BASIC APPROACH TO SSO DE\IELOPMENT

DECISION TO DEVELOP SSO
ORGAI.IIZATIONAL STRUCTLTRE FOR SSO PROJECT TEAIVI
WORK PLA}.I DEVELOPMENT
SITE SPECIFIC STI.JDY APPROACH
DATA INTERPRETATION
ANTI-DEGRADATION
ECONOMTC/CEQA EVALUATTON
IMPLEMENTATION OF SSO

DECISION TO DEVELOP SSO
EVALUATION OF AVAILABLE INFORMATION
PRELIMINARY STUDIES (IF NECESSARY)
EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES TO SSO

USE ATTAINABILITY ANALYSIS
TMDI-AilLA
PERMIT RELIEF OPTIONS

PREPARATION OF DOCT.JMENTATION SUPFORTING REQIJEST FOR SSO
STUDY

ORGANZATIONAL STRUCTI.JRE FOR SSO PROJECT TEAM
AGENCIES TO BE REPRESENTED

USEPA
SWRCB
REGIONAL BOARD
USFWS
DF&G
DTScHARGER(S)
PUBLIC INTERESTS

ORGANZATIONAL STRUCTI.JRE FOR SSO PROJECT TEAM

RESPONSIBILITIES OF PARTIES
COST SHARING PLA}.I
POLICIES AI{D PROCEDURES

Site Specific Objectives Task Force
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CONFLICT RESOLUTION
SCHEDULE

WORKPLAN DEVELOPMENT
FORMAT

INTRODUCTION
PI.JRPOSE
GOALS A}ID OBJECTIVES
LIMITATIONS

BACKGROUND INFORMATION
APPROACH
DATA PRESENTATION AI{D A}IALYS6
SSO CALCI.'LATION PROCEDT.JRE
REPORTING
REFERENCES

PI.JBLIC I}iI/OLVEMENT
SCHEDT.'LE

SITE SPECIFIC STI.JDY APPROACH
AQUATIC LIFE-BASED OBJECTITy-ES

RECALCI.JLATION
PER U.S. EpA WATER QUALITY STAI{DARDS HANDBOOK (1983)
MODTFTED WQS HANDBOOK APPROACH (ARZONA APPROACH)
NATIONAL CRITERION RECALCULATION (NEW YORK HARBOR
APPROACFI)

INDICATOR SPECIES APPROACH
WATER EFFECTS RATrO (WER)
srTE SPECIFTC ACUTE-TO-CHRONIC RATIO (ACR)

TOTAL RECOIY'ERABLE VS. DISSOLVED METALS
RESIDENT SPECIES APPROACH
OTHERS...

HIJMAN HEALTH-BASED OBJECTIVES
SITE SPECIFIC BIOACCLJMULATTON FACTOR (MERCURY CRITERTA
DOCLJMENT APPROACH)
VERIFICATION OF DEFAI.JLT ASSI.JMPTIONS
OTIIERS...

WILDLIFE.BASED OBJECTIVES
SITE SPECIFIC BIOACCI.JMI.JLATION FACTORS

ENDA}.IGERED SPECIES.BASED OBJECTIVES
SEDIMENT QUALITY OBJECTIVES
INTERMITTENT DI SCHARGES

Site Specific Objectives Task Force
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DATA INTERPRETATION
STANDARD APPROACFIES

AQUATTC LIFE.BASED OBJECTIVES
HUMAN HEALTH.BASED OBJECTIVES
WILDLIFE.BASED OBJECTIVES
ENDANGERED SPECIES.BASED OBJECTIVES

CONFLICT RESOLUTION
FORMATION OF E)(PERT PA}IEL
PRESENTATION OF EVIDENCE
FTNAL DETERMINATION

ANTI-DEGRADATION

ECONOMTC/CEQA EVALUATTON
ATTAINABILITY ANALYSIS
ECONOMIC IMPACTS
EI.IVIRONMENTAL IMP ACT S
SOCIAL IMPACTS

IMPLEMENTATION OF SSO
REGIONAL BOARD APPROVAL PROCESS
SWRCB/EPA APPROVAL PROCESS
DEPT OF FISH AND GAN{EAJ.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE PROCESS

APPENDICES

GLOSSARY OF TERMS

SWRCB SSO -DECISION TREE'

EPA GUIDANCE DOCTJMENTS
WATER QUALITY STANDARDS IIANDBOOK (EXCERPTS)

GUIDELINES FOR DERIVING NATIONAL WATER QUALITY CRITERIA
FOR THE PROTECTION OF AQUATIC ORGA}IISMS AND THEIR USES
(STEPHAN, ET. AL., 1985)

GUIDELINES FOR DERIVING NTJMERICAL AQUATIC SITE.SPECIFIC
WATER QUALITY CRITERIA BY MODIFYING NATIONAL CRITERTA
(CARLSON, ET. AL., 1984)

CASE STUDIES

Site Specific Objectives Task Force
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srTE SPECIFTC OBIECTTVES TASK FORCE
PROPOSAL REGARDING TIIE CALIFORNIA

AI{TI-DEGRADAT ION POLICY

The Site Specific Objectives Task Force recognizes that the State's anti-degradation policy
(Resolution 68-16) may have a significant impact on the implementation of site specific objectives
(SSOs). The primary question is, ifthe SSOs developed under the State Plan are higher (less
restrictive) than statewide objectives, will the anti-degradation policy prevent the SSO from being
adopted or implemented.

USEPA and State guidance norwithstanding; there is a need for definition of oitical terms and for
procedures for antidegradation rwiew to be developed. Also, given the implications, a rwiew of
its scope and implernentation is warranted.

The Site Specific Objectives Task Force recommends that the State Board dwelop a guidance
document to address issues related to the antidegpdation policy.

The guidance should address or define at a minimum the following issres:

l. How is ambient water quality determined?

2. What minimum number of data points taken over what minimum time frame are
necessary to characterize the ambient condition?

3. How should data below andvticd limits be evaluated?

Should the ambient water be upstrear4 downstream or in the case of effluent
dependent streams, the effluent ofthe proposed discharge?

Does ambient groundwater quality include the vadose and saturated zones?

What statistical methods should be used to characterize variations in flow and
chernical loading in the receiving waters and the discharge?

What water quality is presumed protective for each designated use?

For high quality waters, how is the level which exceeds use protection to be
calculated?

Site Specific Objectives Task Forcp
Antr-Degradation Proposal, Page I
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10.
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14.

Assuming that uses are protected, what minimum requirements must be met to show
that allowing lower water quality is necessary to accommodate important economic
or social development in the area? Should the requirement vary depending on the
nature of the discharge (i.e. non-toxics, toxics, carcinogens)?

Is an antidegradation rwiew necessary when an oristing discharge is removed from
a receiving stream?

Does an increase in the mass of a discharge require an anti-degradation review wen
when it results in equal or improved (lowo concentration) water quality?

Is an arri-degradation review required when a discharge is proposed to a dry wash
or ephenreral stream?

How do you define a lowering of water quality?

How is antidegradation to be applied to stormwat€r discharges and to stonn €,vent
strearn flows?

15. Can the scope of anti-degradation rerviews for waters that are not'haturd" or are
impaired due to inwersible causes be limited to require the protectio'n of uses only,
as is presently done in Colorado?

Site Specific Objectives Task Force
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